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Appendix B  Comments Received on Draft
EIS/EIR 

This appendix contains comments received on the DEIS/DEIR.  A copy of each letter,
or public comment card is reproduced, followed by the responses to substantive
issues raised.  The portions of each comment requiring a response have been marked
with brackets and numbered to correspond to the responses.  Letters have been
grouped in the following categories:

• Federal Agencies

• State Agencies

• Local Agencies

• Individuals













Response to Comments from
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9

Cumulative Impacts

1. Resources of concern for the cumulative impact analysis are wetlands (including vernal
pools and swales), special status vernal pool shrimp species, and Butte County
Meadowfoam (indirect impacts). Past actions that have caused impacts in the project area
include those related to agricultural practices, grazing of livestock, and the reconstruction
of SR 149 in 1975. Currently, ongoing agricultural practices and livestock grazing are
impacting the resources of concern. The ongoing operation of existing SR 149 has not
eliminated wetland resources, or special status vernal pool species.  Reasonably
foreseeable future actions in the project area that could impact the resources of concern
are continued agricultural practices and livestock grazing, and the construction of the
proposed project.  There is also the possibility of a casino development project near the
SR 99/149 intersection. Currently, the Mechoopda Indian Tribe is attempting to place
400 acres into Trust through the Bureau of Indian Affairs. No timeline for a project
proposal is currently available.

2. The Third Feather River Bridge project has not been included in the cumulative effects
evaluation as it would not impact similar resources to those found in the SR 149 project
area.  The SR 70/Algodon Road Interchange project has been included in the cumulative
evaluation, as it is on the SR 70 corridor and would have vernal pool impacts.  Project
information has been added to Tables 4-1, 4-2.  Since this project would not impact
VELB, no additional information has been added to Table 4-3.  The SR 99 widening
south of Yuba City has not been included in the cumulative analysis since it would not
have impacts to similar resources found in the SR 149 project area, and is not on the SR
70 corridor.

3. The South Sutter/Yuba Industrial Park, located along SR 99 near the Sacramento County
line, has not been included in the cumulative analysis as it is far removed from the SR
149 project area, and does not contain similar resources. The new high school project in
Chico has not been included as a site has not been chosen, and it is not possible to
speculate on project impacts. According to the Butte County Association of Governments
(BCAG), no development projects are currently proposed in and around the
Oroville/Chico area, and there is no new casino project on Ophir Road.

4. The SR 65 Lincoln Bypass project was not included in the cumulative effects evaluation
as it is not located along the SR 70 corridor and is far removed from the SR 149 project
area.

5. Beale Airforce Base was not included in the cumulative effects evaluation as it is not
located along the SR 70 corridor.

6. The proposed project could contribute to habitat fragmentation for vernal pool
species. Although there would be no direct impact to Butte County Meadowfoam,
indirect impacts of approximately 0.21 ha (0.53 ac) could occur. The project would
directly impact approximately 11.87 ha (29.33 ac), and indirectly impact 6.88 ha
(17.0 ac) of vernal pool fairy and tadpole shrimp habitat. Impacts would be
minimized and mitigated through implementation of reasonable and prudent
measures outlined in the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Biological Opinion for the
proposed project.  Travel corridors for wildlife would be maintained throughout the
project area. The proposed project would maintain all current hydrological
connections. Wetland functions would only be impacted in areas where placement
of fill occurs. Proposed mitigation would result in “no net loss” of wetlands and
vernal pool fairy and tadpole shrimp habitat. Impacts to plant community, wildlife,
and wetland functions would be offset through preservation of existing high quality
habitats, creation of new habitats, and restoration of degraded habitats.

7. The Clear Creek Bridge scour repair has been completed.  This was a minor project
that will not contribute to cumulative impacts to resources in the project area.

8. Butte County is currently undertaking the General Plan update, and has hired a
consultant to help with the process. The update will take approximately 2 years.

9. BCAG will be sending out a Request for Proposals for the HCP development at the
end of November 2003.

10. Current zoning restrictions and General Plan policies are in place to protect
agricultural lands.

Wetlands

11. In Table 4-2, estimated impacts to vernal pools and swales were based on
Alternative 3.  The Estimated Impact column was incorrectly labeled as representing
direct + indirect impacts; this has been changed to read temporary + permanent
impacts, consistent with Table S-1.  The impact estimate for the SR 149 project in
Table 4-2 has been rounded up from 6.49 ac to 6.5 ac, to match the corresponding
number for Alternative 3 in Table S-1 (temp. + perm.).

12. Impacts to habitat for endangered vernal pool species were assessed as being either
direct or indirect.  Impacts to vernal pools, a Clean Water Act Section 404 wetland
resource, were assessed as being either permanent or temporary.  In Table S-1,
Vernal Pool & Swale “habitat” has been changed to read Vernal Pools and Swales
for clarification.

13. There is no reasonably foreseeable development adjacent to the proposed project in
the areas that would have impacts to wetlands.  Areas containing wetland resources
for the preferred alternative are shown in Figure 2-6; Butte County has not
identified any development projects in these locations.



14. Median width has already been reduced from the standard 22 m (72 ft) to a
minimum 18.6 m (60 ft), thus reducing the project footprint.

Induced Growth

15. Infrastructure for development does not currently exist along the SR 149
corridor.  Butte County has identified preservation of agricultural land as a
priority for the County (Butte County General Plan).  The majority of land
bordering the proposed project is zoned for agricultural uses.  While the
County can approve changes in zoning, the stated desire (General Plan) to
direct development toward existing urbanized areas whose infrastructure
can support or be expanded to support development indicates that land in
and around the project area is not a major target for development.

The pace and type of residential, commercial and industrial development is
difficult to predict, and is dependent on many factors including economic
conditions in the County.  The population in Butte County is predicted to
increase by somewhere around 44% by the year 2020 (BCAG) regardless of
transportation improvements. The proposed project would improve traffic
circulation to and from Oroville and Chico and may accommodate growth in
these areas.

Butte County is planning for growth to occur in the greater Oroville and
Chico urbanized areas.  Development projects would be responsible for
mitigating their own environmental impacts, which could include any
number of areas in the social, economic, or natural environment. Traffic
predictions indicate that SR 149 will experience an increase in Average
Daily Traffic (ADT) of approximately 150% by the year 2020 (Table 1-2).
One objective of the proposed project is to increase the capacity of the
roadway to accommodate this increase in traffic.  If capacity is not
increased, congestion will lead to increased safety and operational concerns.
Environmental impacts that would result from the proposed SR 149
improvement project have been presented in the FEIS/R, and Caltrans and
the FHWA have outlined appropriate mitigation for those impacts (Section
S.4, Summary of Proposed Mitigation).

Air Quality

16. The USEPA has proposed new eight-hour ozone and PM 2.5 standards, but they
have been held up in recent court actions. Attainment/non-attainment areas have
not been designated for the new standards, but current areas of non-attainment
will probably continue as such with the more stringent standard.  PM 2.5 data is
being reported for a number of monitoring stations in the project area.  The
monitoring data (which is available on the Air Resources Board website) does
show concentrations of PM 2.5 in the area.

Regional air quality analysis is contained in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  When a transportation project is included in a
conforming RTP or TIP, as is the proposed project, then the additional emissions from the
project are accounted for and no further analysis is required.

17. The proposed project is located in a rural area with a low density of receptors.  No
concentrations of sensitive receptors have been identified within the project limits.

18. During the construction phase of the project, the contractor would be required to comply with
the Caltrans Standard Specifications and the Butte County Air Quality Management District
(BCAQMD) regulations.  BCAQMD has a Fugitive Dust Emission Rule (Rule 207) that
specifies that dust emissions must be controlled.  The Rule does not require Caltrans to quantify
air emissions by pollutant and location for each phase of the project.

19. The Air Resources Board has classified Diesel Particulate Matter as a Toxic Air Contaminant.
The Board has promulgated Risk Reduction Plans to address diesel emissions.  At this time,
there is no method to quantify and mitigate diesel emissions. Therefore, construction equipment
must comply with all local regulations and the Caltrans Standard Specifications and must meet
applicable emission standards.

20. According to BCAG, the proposed project is in the most current (2002) FTIP and Butte
County’s 2001 RTP, and conforms to the SIP.

Other Comments

21. Butte County would take jurisdiction over the new section of the Shippee Road realignment and
would abandon the old alignment, which would likely be deeded to existing property owners for
access to their property.

22. State highway projects are generally exempt under Section 51293 from the provisions of the
Williamson Act. Therefore, no mitigation is required.

23.    This correction has been made.



Response to Comments from
United States Department of Energy, Western Area Power Administration

1. No Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be required of Western Area
Power Administration (WAPA) linemen.

2. No mitigation would take place within WAPA right-of-way.

3. Same as #2.

4. Vegetation that would interfere with operation and maintenance of transmission
lines would be removed.

5. Two Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) towers are present on the west
side and one on the east side of SR 70, north of SR 149. The two WAPA towers
on the west side would be eliminated, and would be replaced by three towers.
One additional tower would be constructed on the east side of SR 70.  This work
is necessary to accommodate the realignment of SR 70 and construction of the SR
70/149 interchange. Impacts associated with this work would consist of removal
of existing vegetation, and would be addressed as necessary under Caltrans’
Standard Best Management Practices for erosion control and water quality.  This
text has been added in Sections 3.12.1 through 3.12.3.






